


Department of Energy
Golden Field Office
15013 Denver West Parkway
Golden, Colorado 80401

June 29, 2017

Kendra Kennedy

Project Reviews Manager

State Historic Preservation Office
Ohio History Connection

800 E. 17" Ave

Columbus, Ohio 43211

SUBJECT: (Okhio State Historic Preservation Office project number 2010-CUY-10925) DOE
Request for Initiation of Section 106 Consultation for LEEDCo Project
Icebreaker

Pursuant to Section 106 of the National sttorzc Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) as amended,
and its associated implementing regulations codlﬁed at 36 CFR Part 800, the U.S. Department of
Energy (DOE) requests initiation of consultation with your office on the effects of DOE providing
funding to LEEDCo (project proponent) to support the development of an offshore wind renewable
energy facility (Proposed Project) located within Lake Erie approximately 8 miles off Cleveland,
Ohio. DOE has been designated as the lead action agency under NEPA for this project. The U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and U.S. Coast Guard (USCG), are cooperating agencies in
the NEPA process.

The Proposed Project would consist of the construction, operation, maintenance, and eventual
decommissioning of up to six wind turbine generators that would generate a maximum of
approximately 20.7 megawatts (MW) of electricity, inter-array cables which would connect the
wind turbines together, and a submarine transmission cable (export cable) that would connect the
project with the existing 138 kilovolt (kV) Lake Road Substation in Cleveland, Ohio.

Background

LEEDCo first initiated coordination with the State Historic Preservation Office in 2010. Since that
time, LEEDCo has coordinated with SHPO regarding geo-technical and geo-physical survey work.
A Project Summary Form (PSF) for the project was previously submitted.

LEEDCo has now completed a final Geophysical Survey (Phase 1 Archeological Survey) with
appendix, as well as a Visual Impact Assessment and a Cultural Resources Effects Analysis. (The
first two documents were previously provided; the final document is enclosed with this



consultation request). Please note that Appendix A of the Geophysical Survey, which contains
geophysical data and is bound separately from the Survey, contains protected rights data which
should not be published, disseminated, or disclosed to others outside of the government until
November 24, 2021.

Project Description
A detailed project description is included within each report.
Undertaking

DOE has determined that providing funding to support the development of the Proposed Project
constitutes an undertaking subject to Section 106 of the NHPA.

Areca of Potential Effect

Consideration has been given to the potential for a range of effects that might result from the
Proposed Project, including visual effects.

DOE has defined the area of potential effect (APE) to include the turbine arga (approximately 2.9
miles x 0.2 miles); the cable area (approximately 8.2 miles x 0.2 miles); the inner harbor area
(approximately .53 miles x 0.22 miles); plus an area within a ten mile radius of the proposed
turbine site for potential visual impacts.

Historic Properties Affected

Per 36 CFR 800.4, DOE is required to identify all properties listed, or eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places which may be affected by the proposed undertaking.

A Phase 1 Archaeological Survey for the lake APEs was completed for the Proposed Project. From
this survey, DOE has determined that no historic properties would be affected by the marine
portion of the Proposed Project.

In addition, a viewshed analysis and cultural effects report have been completed for the Proposed
Project. These analysis considered visual impacts within the entire 10 mile APE. The analysis
identifics 122 sites and 25 districts within the 10 mile APE that are listed on the National Register
of Historic Places. However, a vast majority of those are not in the viewshed of the turbines. Based
upon the photographs generated with the overlying depiction of the turbines and their respective
size and location in relation to the various historically sensitive areas investigated as part of the
viewshed analysis, it was determined four listed sites (the Universal Company Dock and
Warehouse, USS COD, U.S. Coast Guard Cleveland harbor station, and Cleveland East and West
Pierhead Lights) as well as the Clifton Park Lakefront District, would have uninterrupted views of
the Proposed Project. In all of these locations, the turbines on the horizon will appear as small



structures, when visible, and thercfore will not diminish the integrity of any of these properties
significant historic features.

Tribal Consultation

On September 2, 2016 USACE, DOE and USCG sent jointly signed letters to 25 tribes describing
the Proposed Project and offering to engage in consultation and/or government to government
consultation. In the two weeks after sending the letters DOE followed up with a phone call to each
tribe, again inviting all tribes to engage in consultation. Three tribes requested follow-up contact
with DOE. After following up with each of the three Tribes, DOE has not received any additional
responses or requests. DOE will continue to reach out to the Tribes during the remainder of the
NEPA process.

Assessment of Effect

Based on information in the Phase 1 Archaeological Survey, the Visual Impact Assessment, and
the Cultural Resources Effects Analysis, DOE has determined that no historic properties would be
adversely affected by its action of funding the Proposed Project.

DOE respectfully request your concurrénce in its conclusion that no historic properties would be*
adversely affected by its actions. Please send any correspondence to:

U.S. Department of Energy
Golden Field Office

Attn: Roak Parker

15013 Denver West Parkway
Golden, CO 80401

If you have any questions or require any additional information, please contact me at (720)356-
1645 or roak.parker@ee.doe.gov.

Sincerely, 7
/

/ -

(:/

Roak Parker
Environmental Protection Specialist
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2010-CUY-10925

" July 28,2017

Roak Parker, Environmental Protection Specialist
US Department of Energy

15013 Denver West Parkway

Golden, CO 80401

RE:  Section 106 Review; Geophysical Survey, Visual Impact Assessment, and Cultural
Resources Assessment for the Icebreaker Offshore Wind Farm Project; Lake Erie;
Cleveland; Cuyahoga County; Ohio

Dear Mr. Parker:

This letter is in response to the Section 106 Geophysical Survey Review for Icebreaker Wind,
Appendix A: Icebreaker Offshore Wind Demonstration Project 2016 Marine Geophysical Survey
Results, and the Visual Impact Assessment received May 19, 2017, as well as the Cultural
Resources Effects Analysis, received June 30, 2017, regarding the proposed Icebreaker Offshore
Wind Farm Project in Lake Erie north of Cleveland in Cuyahoga County, Ohio. The comments
of the State Historic Preservation Office are made in accordance with the provisions of Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and the associated
regulations at 36 CFR Part 800.

In regards to the Section 106 Geophysical Survey Review for Icebreaker Wind (archaeological
report) and the associated Appendix A: Icebreaker Offshore Wind Demonstration Project 2016
Marine Geophysical Survey Results (Appendix A), this office has several concerns about the
information provided. These concerns are based on provision of adequate information for review
of the findings, especially in comparison with the Bureau of Ocean Energy Management’s Office
of Renewable Energy Programs Guidelines for Providing Archaeological and Historic Property
Information Pursuant to 30 CFR Part 585. These are the guidelines recommended for use in
completing the survey and providing information to this office in our letter of August 5, 2016. In
general, it appears that the geophysical survey was conducted consistent with these guidelines.
However, information provided in the archaeological report and Appendix A does not meet key

requirements outlined in the Contents of Marine Archaeological Resources Assessment Reports
found in the aforementioned guidelines.

Of highest concern is the fact that Appendix A does not include images of all the side-scan sonar
contacts identified. While 455 side-scan sonar contacts were identified, only approximately 340
side-scan sonar contact images are provided in Appendix A. It appears that the approximately
115 contacts not pictured in Appendix A are shown on the project maps, but they are not labeled
so it is impossible to determine exactly where the contacts were identified and what they looked
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An additional area of high concern involves the provided 8.5-inch x 11-inch maps in Appendix
A, which appear in an unlabeled section of Appendix A after the section Appendix X: Sound
Velocity Profiles. These maps are far too small for reasonable study by this office. These maps
should be printed at a significantly larger size with a large-scale plotter so that the various
components and symbols are visible and legible. While the digital copy of Appendix A allows
for better viewing of these maps, this is not ideal as the entire map and legend cannot be viewed
at the same time. Similarly, the use of multiple symbols for side-scan sonar targets, as well as the
lack of labeling of many side-scan sonar targets described above, make interpretation of these
maps extremely difficult. We recommend providing large printed versions of these maps,
labeling all side-scan sonar contacts, and using only one symbol for all side-scan sonar targets as
suggested in the Contents of Marine Archaeological Resources Assessment Reports of the
aforementioned guidelines. Larger map sizes and consistency in labels/symbols will allow for
adequate interpretation of the maps by this office.

Another area of significant concern involves confusion about the processing and analysis, by the
archaeological consultant, of geophysical survey data provided by the geophysical survey
company. The archaeological report does not clarify when or with what tools/software the
archaeologist processed and analyzed the data. It is unclear if Appendix A represents the sole
source of data used by the archaeologist in forming his recommendations. Did the archaeologist
use only Appendix A or did he have access to the actual geophysical survey data? Did the
archacologist process and analyze all of the geophysical survey data separately from the
interpretation completed by the geophysical surveyors? If Appendix A was the sole source of
data used by the archaeologist, then the issues of concern about Appendix A outlined above are
of even greater importance since the archaeological consultant was working from an incomplete
data set with inadequate mapping. If the archacological consultant was not present during the
geophysical survey and did not contribute to the processing and analysis of the data as presented
in Appendix A, the archaeological consultant must be provided all geophysical survey data sets
for separate processing and analysis. The archaeological consultant’s recommendations should
be based upon this separate and complete analysis of all geophysical survey datasets.

The final area of major concern involves failure to provide the digital geophysical survey data
along with the digital report copies. All digital geophysical survey data should be provided to
this office as outlined in the Digital Data section of the Guidelines for Providing Archaeological
and Historic Property Information Pursuant to 30 CFR Part 585 (pages 19-21). If requested, this
data can be kept confidential just as was requested for Appendix A.
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